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December 4, 1996

l

Ms. Louise Liston, Chair
Garfield County Commission
55 South Main Street |

| P.O. Box 77 |
| Panguitch, Utah 84759 |

1

! SUBJECT:
CORRESPONDENCE RELATED TO THE RESUMPTION OF MILLING OPERATIONS AT
THE SH00 TARING CANYON URANIUM MILL

Dear Ms. Liston:

It was a pleasure to meet you at the recent meeting in Senator Simpson's
office to discuss the restart of Plateau Resources Ltd.'s (PRL's) Shootaring
Canyon uranium mill. Knowing of your interest in this restart, I am enclosing
for your information copies of two recent letters from the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission concerning the proposed resumption of operations at

| the mill.

The first letter is addressed to Mr. Kenneth Webber of PRL. By this letter,
the NRC staff is providing Mr. Webber with the staff's acceptance review
comments on PRL's initial detailed site reclamation plan, submitted on
September 10, 1996. As stated in the letter, the current schedule for the
completion of the NRC staff's technical review of the operational aspects of
PRL's license renewal application is March 31, 1997. In order that this
schedule not be adversely impacted, the NRC staff is requesting a revised
reclamation plan from PRL by January 31, 1997.

The second letter is addressed to Mr. Don Ostler, Director of the State of
Utah Division of Water Quality (DWQ). This letter addresses the ongoing NRC
and State reviews of PRL's proposed tailings impoundment liner design. In an
effort to reduce dual regulation of licensees (in this case, PRL), and in the
interest of conducting a more efficient review of the liner design, I have I jproposed to Mr. Ostler that the DWQ take the lead in this review. The NRC
staff is prepared to accept the results of the DWQ's review given that it /VL /7
finds the State's review to be protective of public health and safety,
including radiological hazards.i
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If you have any questions concerning this letter or the enclosures, please
.

contact me at (301) 415-7238, or the NRC Project Manager for the Shootaring
,

Canyon site, Mr. James Park, at (301) 415-6699.
l

Sincerely,

i,

Joseph J. Holonich, Chief
| Uranium Recovery Branch
! Division of Waste Management
; Office of Nuclear Material
| Safety and Safeguards

!

. Docket No. 40-8698
I License No. SUA-1371

| Enclosures: As stated (2)
,
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j ENCLOSVRES

i November 18, 1996, letter from Joseph J. Holonich (NRC) to j
Mr. Kenneth Webber (Plateau Resources Ltd) *

1

1

i November 27, 1996, letter from Joseph J. Holonich (NRC) to
Mr. Don Ostler (State of Utah Division of Water Quality)4
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11/18/96. ,,.

Plateau Resources Limited i

ATTN: Mr. Kenneth Webber 1

877 North 8th West
Riverton, Wyoming 82501

SUBJECT: NRC STAFF ACCEPTANCE REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE DETAILED SITE i

RECLAMATION PLAN FOR THE SH00 TARING CANYON URANIUM MILL
,

Dear Mr. Webber:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff has completed the initial
processing, which is an administrative review, of Plateau Resources Limited's ,

'(PRL's) detailed site reclamation plan for the Shootaring Canyon uranium mill
site, submitted by letter dated September 9, 1996. As was discussed in our
meeting of October 10, 1996, the NRC staff identified omissions or |

deficiencies which make the submittal unacceptable for the purpose of
'

conducting a detailed technical review to further evaluate the proposed plan.
These deficiencies, which were discussed in part during the October 10th
meeting, are provided as Enclosure 1 to this letter.

4

As guidance in revising the Shootaring Canyon reclamation plan to address the-
identified deficiencies, PRL has been provided previously with the following
NRC documents:

NRC Regulatory Guide 3.11, " Design, Construction, and Inspection of*

; Embankment Retention Systems for Uranium Mills,"
'

NRC Regulatory Guide 3.11.1, " Operational Inspection and Surveillance of*

Embankment Retention Systems for Uranium Mill Tailings,"

NRC Regulatory Guide 3.64, " Calculation of Radon Flux Attenuation by*

Earthen Mill Tailings Covers,"

NRC Staff Technical Position " Design of Erosion Protection Covers for*

Long-Term Stabilization of Uranium Mill Tailings Sites," and

NRC's " Standard Review Plan for the Review of Remedial Action of} *

Inactive Mill Tailings Sites under Title I of the Uranium Mill Tailings-

Radiation Control Act."

In addition, during the October 10th meeting, the NRC staff agreed to provide
a copy of another site reclamation plan to PRL as a guide in developing its
own plan. Enclosed please find a copy of the reclamation plan submitted for-

the Atlas Corporation's Moab uranium mill site (Enclosure 2). The NRC staff
has not completed its technical review of the Atlas plan, but the staff
considers that this plan provides a good example of the subject areas to be
addressed and the level of detail expected in PRL's revised site reclamation

.

plan.
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K. Webber -2-

The NRC staff considers an approved site reclamation plan to be integral to
ensuring that an adequate financial surety is in place, in accordance with
Criterion 9 of 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A. The scheduled completion date for
the NRC staff's technical review of the operational aspects of the renewal
application, which includes review of the proposed surety amount, is March 31,
1997. In order that this date not be adversely impacted, the NRC requests
that a revised detailed reclamation plan for the Shootaring Canyon mill site
be submitted to the NRC by January 31, 1997.

If you have any questions regarding this letter or the enclosures, please
contact Mr. James Park at (301) 415-6699.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By

Joseph J. Holonich, Chief
Uranium Recovery Branch
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material

Safety and Safeguards

Docket No. 40-8698
License No. SUA-1371

Enclosures: As stated (2)

cc (w/o Encl. 2): W.Sinclair, UT DEQ
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! Enclosure 1
l

f Request for Additional Information
; Detailed Site Reclamation Plan for Plateau Resources limited's

Shootarino Canyon Uranium Mill

l

PRL should provide the following information in its revision to the September
|

10, 1396, Reclamation Plan for the Shootaring Canga Uranium Mill:,

Surface Hydroloav

The following information, calculations, and analyses should be provided:

1. Detailed calculations, maps and drawings of hydraulic design features, )
including riprap layers, channels, swales, etc. 1

2. Diversion channel bottom profiles, water surface profiles, and erosion
protection design analyses.

|

3. Sedimentation analyses for channels, showing how much sediment, rocks, ;
and debris will be transported into the diversion channels and how much ;

i will be flushed by routine flood events.
I

4. An analysis of landslide potential along the weet side of the cell and'

the effects that this buildup will have on flows that could run on the'

top of the cell, potentially as concentrated flows. |
|

5. Rock source information, including results of durability testing, |
location, and general ability of the rock to meet NRC criteria. ;

6. The specifications for rock production, testing, and placement,
including frequency of testing, inspection criteria, quality assurance /
quality control (QA/QC) procedures, and types / number of construction j

tests to be performed.

7. An analysis of potential for erosion of the dam face, even if there are
no designs proposed where flows will be discharged over the dam face
(face of dam must be stable for rainfall events on the face).

8. An analysis of riprap needed for bends in channels.

9. An analysis of the potential for erosion of channels, due to
concentrated inflows discharging directly into the channels from large
or small gullies that are tributaries to the diversion channel.

10. Channel outlet design details, including the design of the rock toe that
will be neded to prevent gully intrusion into the channel . Information
needed includes: estimates of scour depth, potential gully depth, gully
headcutting rates, size and gradation of rock needed, etc.

i

11. The location of any hydraulic jumps that could occur in the diversion j
! channels or outlet areas.

'

!
!
,

|

I
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Enclosure 1

Geotechnical

The following information and analyses should be provided:

1. Embankment stability - This is usually accomplished by evaluating the
embankment (s) for long- and short-term, considering both static and
dynamic (usually modelled as pseudo-static) cases. Commercially
available slope stability programs for micro-computer use are generally
used.

2. Frcst Penetration - This is typically evaluated by using the Modified
BERGGREN code by the USACE CRRL. The NRC staff can make this code
available to the licensee upon request. Alternatively, PRL may be able
to make a case that frost penetration is not an issue at this site.

3. Settlement Potential - This is usually evaluated by committing to
measuring for 90 percent consolidation on completion. Alternatively, an

exploration and engineering evaluation can be performed. Both total and
differential settlement must be addressed. Tailings must be properly

| characterized.

4. Cover Cracking - The cover geometry and plasticity are used to evaluate
cracking potential. The NRC staff can provide standard methodologies
used for this purpose, if requested.

5. Liquefaction Potential - This may be evaluated by considering soil;

| types, groundwater conditions, seismic forces, and soil density.
Alternatively, a deformation analysis can be conducted. Examples from!

the file are available on request.

6. Construction Considerations - Complete specifications must be submitted.

Radioloaical Aspects

1. Site Cleanup

No information was provided. The licensee should provide general information
on soil, equipment, and building cleanup to be performed at the end of site
operations. Also, a commitment should be made to provide a detailed
decommissioning plan (characterization of radiological contamination, cleanup
and verification procedures, and quality assurance / control program) to NRC at
least 120 days before decommissioning of the facility begins. See NRC
Regulatory Guide 3.65 for general guidance, and 10 CFR 40.42(g)(4).

2. Radon Attenuation

Appendix C indicates at least 3 feet of clay material will be placed on the
i

tailings pile to limit release of radon. Appendix F contains the RADON
: computer code calculation of the radon barrier layer thickness required to
,

! reduce the radon flux to the regulatory limit. Some conservative parameter

j values were used, but others must be substantiated.

:
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( Enclosure 1

For all density and porcsity parameters, the licensee should provide data,
| a.
| reference submittals containing the data, or commit to providing the data

as soon as reasonably possible.

b. The rock layer should not be considered in the radon attenuation model
i because it may not remain intact for the design period.
1

The licensee must address stability, durability (freeze-thaw damage), andc.
constructability of the clay layer (see geotechnical comments).

|

| d. The licensee should commit to measuring the Ra-226 content of the upper
' 10 feet of contaminated material in the completed pile, or else

demonstrate that the tailings Ra-226 parameter is conservative (e.g., the
;

annual ore grade is limited to 0.15 percent).

| e. The licensee should provide data on the background value for soil Ra-226
and demonstrate that the Ra-226 concentration of the cover clay and native
soil will comply with Part 40 Appendix A criterion 6 (5).

3. Cost Estimates

a. Some of the cost estimates in Appendix G are from the 1988 Reclamation
Plan and apparently have not been updated to 1996 values.

| b. No costs have been included to cover decontaminating and performing
| surface measurements on equipment to be released from the site.

c. The cost for the radiological survey (cleanup and verification) appears
i too low. The cost should include performing radon flux measurements on
' the completed radon barrier.

d. The costs for preparing the decommissioning plan and completion report
should be considered.

e. No costs have been included for testing material during cover
,

' construction.
!
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, , , , , * November 27, 1996

i

Don A. Ostler, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Water Quality
288 North 1460 West
P.O. Scx 144870 -

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

SU6 JECT: REVIEW OF TAILINGS IMPOUNDMENT LINER FOR PLATEAU RESOURCES, LTD.'S
SHOOTARING CANYON URANIUN MILL

Dear Mr. Ostler:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff is in receipt of your letter,
dated November 12, 1996, to Mr. Kenneth Webber of Plateau Resources, Ltd.
(PRL), concerning the tailings impoundment liner for PRL's Shootaring Canyon
uranium mill site. In this letter, you stated that, based on a site
inspection conducted by Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) staff and
on Division of_ Water Quality (DWQ) staff reviews of relevant information, the
State considers that the current clay liner does not meet its construction
standards concerning the use of best available technology (BAT) required by
the State's groundwater protection regulations, as applied to non-radiological
contaminants at this site. As such, the State believes that the current liner
is not adequate to protect groundwater beneath the Shootaring Canyon site from
such contaminants. You further state that, at a minimum, the liner should
consist of a composite of a clay liner and a flexible membrane liner (FML).

In addition, on October 24, 1996, Mr. James Park and Mr. Dan Rom of my staff,
conducted a teleconference call with Messrs. Larry Mize and Mark Novak of your
staff, and Mr. Loren Morton of the Division of Radiation Control. During this
call, our staffs discussed the State concerns with PRL's proposal to resume
mill operations using the current clay liner. These concerns included:
(1) the need to protect ground water beneath the site as indications are that
such ground water may be considered Class I under the State's water quality
standards; and (2) the concern that jointing in the bedrock beneath the liner
may provide an avenue for tailings fluid leaking from the impoundment to
contaminate ground water beneath the site.

The NRC staff welcomes the State's concerns. During the October 24th call,
my staff noted that, because of other higher priority work, including the
reclamation of the Atlas Corporation's tailings impoundment at Moab, Utah,
Uranium Recovery Branch staff resources have not been sufficient to assign a
groundwater reviewer full-time to the Shootaring Canyon project at this time.
Given this situation and the progress of the State's review, and in the
interest of avoiding duplication of reviews and dual regulation of licensees,
I would like to propose that the DWQ take the lead in the review of the
tallings impoundment liner design for the Shootaring Canyon site.

| 9 O h|0 0p| .<- r v - in 9 9{;-
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This means that the NRC staff would defer to the State on a determination
relative.to the liner design, as long as the NRC staff feels confident that
the State's review is protective of public health and safety, including

;
radiological hazards. As my staff indicated in the October 24th call, the ;-

j NRC's regulations in Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40 allow a licensee to use
either a synthetic or clay liner in its tailings impoundment. A State*

Jetermination that PRL must use an FML or a composite clay liner /FML, together#

with a means for verifying that ground water is being protected (e.g., by'

; using a leak detection system or groundwater monitoring), would appear to be
as stringent as, or more so than, the NRC's regulations and would therefore bei

i acceptable to the NRC staff.
1 Where possible, the NRC staff has been seeking to work with other state

'.
governmental agencies, in a similar effort to reduce duplication of reviews
and dual regulation of licensees. For example, the NRC staff relied on the
State of Wyoming DEQ's analysis of the suitability of aquifers proposed for

i deep well injection of process waste streams, in approving deep well injection
i as an alternate waste disposal option for particular licensees.
i

i I look forward to discussing this topic with you at our earliest convenience.
If you have any questions concerning the proposal, please contact either the-

i NRC Project Manager for the Shootaring Canyon site, Mr. James Park, at
(301) 415-6699 or me at (301) 415-7238.!

|
Sincerely,

ib
JosekhJ . Holonich, Chief !

f

Uranium Recovery Branch |

| Division of Waste Management
| Office of Nuclear Material Safety
| and Safeguards
I

!

cc: K. Webber, PRL
j D. Nelson, UT DEQ

W. Sinclair, UT DRC'

K. Sweeney, MA
y A. Thompson, Shaw-Pittman
;
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